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To -<uin Sfeea froma Harold Welsbey^ro Pa request 

OPR l 

In his 4/1 1/80 letter Richard t. Rogers of this OiR states that OPR has pertinent 
records in two different files 1 

”.*.a freedom of luf oreation Act request filed on your behalf by Mr. Junes U, 
Lesar for the materials of the itartln Luther King Tacj foreco (which has beon the 
subject of liti cstion) and a letter of complaint filed by you against Special Agent 
Thecas WlsGoan. • . " 

Ha states that by "correspondence dated December 3. 1979, you requested copies 
of all records in each of those files," and that with regard to tho former item I 
have been given everything "not exempt or releasable as a Batter of discretion " and 
that with regard to the latter, tiiat infoxnation is oxonpt under FA, not stating 
which provision, Ha then says that "as a matter of discretion, I have processed tliis 
information" and has Hocided tiiat this file is exempt from mandatory release," He cites 

(o)(2), (b)(5), (b)(7)(C) and (b)(7)(b), then adds, "This Information is not appropriate 
for discretionary release." 

with regard to the first Batter, I appeal because some of tho information withheld 
is \ti thin the public dotoalu and not subject to withholding a ad because caao of the 
wit ihold information ia appropriate for release and is of public Interest as it 
partaino to the Ling asoaaaiiiation, an it pertains to tho perfonaance of the Fill in 
its investigation of t As asoasaiiiation and as it pertains to the functioning of the 
JiR in its investigation of how tho FM functioned. There is great public interest 
in all tho so and related natters. 

with regard to SA Wiseman, none of the exemptions claimed is appropriate. Arid, if 
any allegation of any impropriety is laid against an FBI SA, that also* is of con- 
siderable public interest because of tho responsibilities of FJTs&a ar.d the treat 
imparted ia them, in this case by tho FBI, tho Dopartnont and tho ^ourt in litigation. 
There is greater than usual public interest because tho litigation is FOIA litigation, 
Wjiicu is intended to let the people? knot.’ what tho Government does. 



One of the chargee X nr.de is tliat bA Wiseman mSz° falsely in C.A. 75-1996* air* 
Ro&ers attnclies ray conplaint of 0/23/76* However, ha does not claim that my complaint 
i 3 inaccurate. fje does not alleged that SA Wiseman did not swear falsely. Nor does lie 
allege that bA wiseman withdrew any false affirmation* 

In fact bA Wiseman did swear falsely and on a number of material issues of fact* 

One pertains to the non-oxi3tenco of records the existence of which is disclosed by 
the files h- allegedly soarchod. Another pertains to seiirchea made in response to ny 
FGIA request* i*e oworo to the making of searches in response to specific I tans of my 
request that in fact have not yet boon made* That his affirmation was untruthful is 
now established by his own and SA John Kilty’s deposition testimony in C.A. 75-1996* 

toy false swearing is a serious matter* Poise swearing to the material is a felony* 
for mero mortals if not for FBI BAs. 

It ±3 the supposed purpose of the 0151 to provide internal policing. Failure of 
Qi-K to infornx me that my charges ar* unf actual raises substantial questions about 
its performance of ita official responsibilities. There now is a question as to whether 
or not it is a whitewashing rather than a policing agency. There also is substantial 
public interest in this. 

I also alleged that 3A Wiaoswm miauf-od the processes of the Court to defame me* 

This is uodoiiicd* 

Also undoniod are ny chargee that ho failod to perform hi3 public responsibilities 
hy not complying with regulations in not providing me with an estimate of costs and 
any do posit requirod and that ho used this as an excuse to stonewall* It may be that 
%. Sogers had a conflict of interoot in er-sreising ary judgement on thin natter. If 
he was formerly on your staff and in tluat capacity noted on the request in ioouo then 
his record io identical with that of SA Wiseman and I attribute other offenses to hin, 
ao without denial have in the past and in writing to Judge Tyler. 

Hr* Hogora rewrote my request, which ^ protested immediately* I requested compliance 
with thu request a 3 i made it, not as tlie FJL or Department would have preferred it* ita 
then wrote tliat I could have whnt had not been provided and when I requested it I 



did not receive it. ^ did not provide tine required eotiriato and whoa ay lawyer gave 
written nssurr^ncoa that I would pay he appears not to have communicated this to the 
FBI of Department counsel for both aliegod/to tho Court the exact opposite. Department 
counsol. then AU3 a John Dugan also failed to corrdrdcat© this infonsation to the FBI, 
according to the FBI. 

Because of tV® so failings to perfoxr* official responalbtlities, at least in 
large measure, the Act was nested and costly litigation ensued. There ia considerable 
public interest in thsoe matters also because tlsere is considerable public interest 
in official compliance with tlvi Act and in officials not wasting public funds. 

Sonr, of tho rooordfi to which I refer do not appear in the x'ollfci lUREtH file, 
whore they belong. This coincides with a rather large number of Blips indicating 

transfers of records from that file, to 62-1 17290. 1 have found a reference to this 

/ 

file number that pertains to requests for all ny FOIA requests. 

While I have no knowledge of this particular file and cannot state unequivocally 
that records that can bo embarrassing wore transferred out of a file that was to be 
provided,! boiieve it is appropriate that you search to determine this because those 
transferred records can be pertinent to both subject-oat ter and Pa requests. Perhaps 
the easiest tkJiaer of csossrtaining the facta of the«e shiftings of records would ha 
to consult the FBI's copies of the abstracts it has just provided to me. *ou will find 
this there. 

Kr. Rogers' **-1 pi«o to exemptions are dot valid and a? ear to be another coat of 
OPR whitewash, (b)(2) ia not appropriate because tho matter is not “solely" a personnel 
matter. No case had boon filed against SA U'isenan and the Emitter wan outside C.A. 75-19%, 
therefore (b)(5) is not applicable. There is no queotion of privaoy, tho (7)0) claim, 
and 3A Wisecan Who neither a confidential sourfie nor an only source, ih- ref ore (7)U>) 



is not appropriate. 



Tlio chan&xl i.UiiKLi oo rials referred, to on the proceeding page and the file/£ numbers 
after the chan < 32 , those listed in tho last volume of abstracts, aro: 



6142 - 454X4 
6169 -182X 
6195 - 197X 
6195 - 209X1 
6197 - 454X6 
6190 - 454X7 

6199 - 197X1 

6200 - 454X5 

6201 - 454X10 

6202 - 209X2 
6202 - 209X3 

6207 - 209X 

6208 - 209X4 

6215 - 454X22 

6216 - 454X24 

6219 - 343X 

6220 - 243X1 
6222 - 237X 
6224 - 257X1 

6226 - 257X2 

6227 - 257X3 
6231 - 257X5 
6239 - 297X4 

All this Bhiftinfj from the HU.RHIX fUcc ■acc u£^ ?r the D^partnsnfc assured ths* Court 



I would be provided with all noc-^sonpt KU&CQ! records 



